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INTRODUCTION
Interest in social capital has continuously emerged along with human and material capital; those are essential factors in the growth and development of nations, societies, and organizations. Since the late 1980s, prior studies had been actively conducted on social capital. This factor promotes cooperation and trading among members, thereby enabling the efficient pursuit of common goals. In particular, trust among various components of social capital has been regarded as the most important factor (Kim, 2016) .
As research interest on trust has increased worldwide, dispensation has long been an important research topic in a variety of disciplines, including administration, economics, political science, sociology and psychology. Thus, research on the concept of trust, its importance, and its influencing factors has been continuously published (Lee political parties, to promote interpersonal trust. In other words, people can learn how to work with and trust others through participation in various organizations. It also argues that the existence of a strong civil society as a result of these efforts increases trust in social institutions and countries (Khodyakov, 2007) .
This argument on cultural theory has led to many subsequent studies. On empirical perspectives, these studies have mainly focused on revealing how personal and social values, such as interpersonal and institutional trust, are related to institutions like political institutions and stable democratic governments. Interpersonal and institutional trust, interpersonal trust and political system, and institutional trust and democratic consolidation are also analyzed in various studies. Kaase (1999) has presented a positive correlation between interpersonal and government trust using European Eurobarometer data for nine European countries. The study of Dekker and Eric (2001) argues that social trust has a positive effect on political behavior in Western Europe. Newton (2007) also explains the positive causal relationship of interpersonal trust in political institutions based on the World Values Survey results, and it reveals that Denmark (trust rate: 67%) and Norway (trust rate: 65%) are more likely to have democratic institutions, governments, law enforcement, civil society, and welfare than Tanzania (trust rate: 8%) and Brazil (trust rate of 3% is relatively fair and justified). The study of Shyu (2010) argues that institutional trust in Taiwan positively affects democracy consolidation. This study explains the causal relationship between institutional trust and democratic consolidation based on the finding that high institutional trust supports democracy and has a high objection to non-democratic alternatives. This cultural theory concludes that interpersonal trust plays a positive role in institutional trust and democratic consolidation. Conversely, the study of Mishler and Rose (2010) has failed to demonstrate the positive impacts of interpersonal trust in democratic consolidation in the perspectives of Russia.
Furthermore, Newton (2007) has merely inferred their relationship based on the World Values Survey data. For that reason, there is a need to analyse the relationship between interpersonal trust and democracy empirically. Putnam (1993) and Gibson (2001) argue that trust does not always create a positive impact on democratic consolidation. Putnam (1993) argues that trust is divided into horizontal (general trust) and vertical trust (private trust), and only horizontal trust has a positive effect. In addition, Gibson (2001) tested the impacts on democratic consolidation in Russia in terms of the types of trust to prove the claim. However, contrary to the argument of Putnam (1993) , general trust has no impact, and private trust has a positive impact on democratic consolidation. Gibson (2001) argues that this relationship is a desperate aspect of Russian democracy and stresses the need to change the Russian trust structure. This result reflects that the relationship between trust and institutions can vary depending on the cultural background of each country. Institutional theory puts emphasis on the role of political institutions in promoting trust. Unlike cultural theory, it asserts that interpersonal trust brings institutional trust and government performance. Institutional theory argues that the role of political institutions can increase interpersonal trust. A good performing system increases trust, whereas a poorly performing system causes meetings and distrust (Dasgupta, 1988; Hetherington, 1998) . Fair and equitable political processes and institutions are the sources of trust promotion, whereas honest, uncorrupt police force, legal system, and public bureaucracy help to improve public trust (Levi, 1996; Brehm and Rahn, 1997; Rothstein and Stolle, 2002) . The study of Newton (2007) argues that the performance of governments creates a positive effect. Citizens are willing to pay taxes, value public interest, play a role as citizens, increase support for government agencies, and ultimately trust other citizens.
Based on these arguments, many studies have attempted to demonstrate the relationship between politicalinstitutional role and trust. These studies primarily focus on how institutions, such as political performance and democratic consolidation, affect social attitudes like interpersonal and institutional trust. From the studied literature, it is understood that there are some studies that have analysed Institutional performance and interpersonal trust, institutional performance and institutional trust, democratic consolidation and interpersonal trust, democratic consolidation and institutional trust, and institutional trust and interpersonal trust. Mishler and Rose (1997) analyzed bilateral causality between trust and political-institutional performance to judge the theoretical suitability of competing cultural and institutional theories. Based on the lifelong learning model, the empirical analysis of 10 communist countries in Europe (Eastern and Central Europe and the former Soviet Union) has confirmed strong institutional theory support. In other words, interpersonal trust has no effect on institutional trust, whereas governmental outcome has a positive effect on interpersonal and institutional trust. Besides, followup studies on Russia have not proven the arguments of supporters of culture theory, which states that interpersonal trust enhances institutional trust and democratic regime support. Instead, institutional performance, democratic consolidation, and institutional trust have a positive effect on interpersonal trust, and in particular, the influence of institutional trust is greater than the sum of the effects of all variables on interpersonal trust (Mishler and Rose, 2010) . The study conducted by Chang and Chu (2006) also confirms that government performance positively affects interpersonal trust. In the analysis of data from five East Asian countries (Japan, South Korea, Thailand, the Philippines, and Taiwan), political-institutional achievements, such as democracy satisfaction, optimistic economic evaluation, and institutional justice, are found to have a positive effect on interpersonal trust. The study of Rothstein and Stolle (2002) has also found that various types of social systems, including fair and unbiased, have a positive impact on general trust and those with generalized social welfare schemes have higher general confidence than those who do not. Later, a study by Shyu (2010) also confirms that government performance has a positive impact on institutional trust and democratic consolidation in Taiwan. In addition, Newton (2007) and Kumlin (2002) have found that good governance, government effectiveness, political stability, democratic system operation period, legislation, and income balances increase trust, and citizens' positive evaluation of government performance positively affect general trust.
Furthermore, many studies argue that corruption, which is a negative factor in the political system, negatively affects interpersonal trust. The study conducted by Della (2000) reveals that corruption is the primary driver of distrust in Italy, Germany, and France. Increase in costs due to corruption and deterioration in the quality of public services hamper government responses to citizens, leading to distrust of governmental abilities. Anderson and Tverdova (2003) have analyzed data from 16 developed countries and emerging democracies in Eastern and Western Europe and found that citizens of corrupt countries have low trust in political institutions and low role evaluations. The same has also been found in the study of Seligson (2002) , and it reveals that citizens' experience of corruption reduces confidence in the legitimacy of the regime based on studies conducted in four Latin American countries. Furthermore, Delhey and Newton (2005) argue that political-institutional distrust ultimately has a negative impact on interpersonal trust. In addition, Chang and Chu (2006) have confirmed that corruption perceptions of political institutions in five East Asian countries have negative effects on individual and general trust. Rothstein and Stolle (2002) have also found in the World Values Survey data that as corruption spreads throughout society, countries that recently suffered corruption scandals have low interpersonal trust. Mishler and Rose (2010) have also empirically demonstrated the negative effects of political corruption on interpersonal trust in Russia.
In sum, these results validate the argument of institutional theory, which states that the insufficient role of the government or system leads to distrust in society. This distrust also leads to institutional corruption (Delhey and Newton, 2005) and corruption again leads to low governmental performance (Della, 2000) which ultimately poses a vicious cycle of distrust. However, these studies were all set in Western societies, except for (Chang and Chu, 2006) .
In addition, the simplification of trust to general trust has limitations. Therefore, investigating whether these discussions can be applied to the situation in Northeast Asia, including South Korea, and how the effect of such political system differs in terms of the type of trust is necessary. Newton (2007) points out that distrust in the political system can reform to a special trust (private trust) like trust within the family. He also argues that authoritarian political institutions reduce general trust and make citizens more dependent on special trust (private trust) (Mishler and Rose, 1997; Sztompka, 2000) .
The culture and institutional theories discussed above suggest that the level of public trust is more important than the cause and effect of government support. In addition, trust in the military (or armed forces), which is part of the government, should be supported only by the trust of the people. This trust can lead to the development of a strong defense force and enhance the morale and loyalty of its members. In particular, the Korean military, which follows a conscription system, should be trusted by the people so it can enhance its defense capability.
Literature Review
While various prior studies generally agree that government trust is a kind of political attitude that the public has on the government, views on the specific concept of government trust vary (Barber, 1983; Mayer et al., 1995) .
The concept of government trust is generally accepted as a multi-dimensional concept. Previous studies show that government trust is a multidimensional concept that encompasses trust in particular social and cultural backgrounds, trust as a national governing system, and evaluation of government officials performing government functions (Miller, 1974; Son and Chai, 2005) .
Government trust is defined as the expectation that the government will competently and adequately perform stewardship for the people, and trust in the government is heightened only if the government has the moral and technical capacity to perform its trust duties (Chanley et al., 2000) . According to Fukuyama (1995) , trust is the result of positive interactions among people, societies, and nations (e.g., individual and individual, individual and society, and individual and nation). As a social capital distinguished from physical and human capital, trust forms a cyclical structure and serves as a resource for social and national development. As accumulated trust decreases due to the negative change of trust factors and the occurrence of incidents, various studies have been conducted to analyze factors affecting trust. In this context, government trust will enhance the ability and effectiveness of governance by securing people's compliance with government policies and enhancing cooperative values.
Accordingly, public trust in the government gives legitimacy to the status of government and empowers policy decision-making and enforcement (Hetherington, 2005) .
On the other hand, the destruction of government trust can jeopardize the existence of the government itself.
Moreover, the decline in government trust can bring down the national consensus and support for what the government wants to do, which may lead to increased conflict and policy costs in a country.
Studies on the factors affecting government trust are focused on the characteristics of trustees, such as demographic factors, social capital, and participation. Various studies have attempted to identify the factors influencing government trust by analyzing the other factors of previous studies. Park et al. (2003) have analyzed the effects of factors like private trust, group participation, political participation and interest, and regional and socioeconomic background on government trust to identify the characteristics of government trust and its influencing factors. According to the results of the study, females have more trust on the government than males, and the older they are, the higher their trust on the government. However, academic qualification, marital status, and income do not have a consistent impact on all government agencies and show a negative tendency to trust on some government agencies. As such, although the demographic characteristics of respondent influence government trust, some claim that consistent characteristics in the relationship are difficult to find (Jun et al., 2013) . The perception of fairness to the government through government performance influences government trust, and it is influenced by civic culture and government institutions and policies. Thus, interpersonal trust affects the level of trust in government agencies (Park and Lee, 2012; Lee and Yu, 2015) . Moreover, Lee and Cho (2016) argue that the government's recognition of responsibility and performance, interest and belief in politics, and social values have an impact on trust in the parliament, public service, administration and judiciary.
The study of Kim (2008) suggests that the military should have high social relevance to gain trust from society.
In particular, his study argues that minimization of human rights violations and waste of time, systematic establishment of new occupation of military role, and management of democratic troops should be sought. In addition, Lee and Moon (2013) classify trust in the military into general, specific, and member trust. Trust is also measured as general trust based on mission performance, specific trust based on tax wastage, and professional
RESEARCH METHODOLOGIES AND DATA

Research Methodologies
In studies on people's perceptions of a concept, discrete models have been used to pose factors affecting the perception level (Jun and Yoon, 2018) . As the perception data are categorical, some studies have relied on a probit regression model, whereas others have used multinomial or nested logit models (Rifaat and Chin, 2007) . In terms of respondent levels, levels of trust in the military are classified into four categories (4 --it is a great deal of confidence,‖ 3 --quite a lot of confidence,‖ 2 --not very much confidence,‖ or 1 --none at all‖). These categories are typically considered to ordinal outcomes. Ordered discrete choice models are generally used to analyze such ordinal response data. Among these models, the ordered probit (OP) is the most commonly used approach (Kim and Yoon, 2017; Jun and Yoon, 2018) . In Equation 1, yni is the level of trust in the military n by respondent i. The OP model assumes that trust level can be represented by a latent and continuous variable (yni * ), which is related to Xni as given.
Where Xni is a vector of explanatory variables, β is a vector of unknown parameters to be estimated, and εni is the random error term capturing the effects of unobserved factors, which is assumed to follow a normal distribution with zero mean and unit variance.
In the respondents' survey data presented in Equation 2, the levels of trust in the military are scaled in four levels: 1 --it is none at all,‖ 2 --it is not very much confidence,‖ 3 --it is quite a lot of confidence,‖ and 4 --it is a great deal of confidence.‖ The independent variables (democracy level, use of armed forces, level of trust in the central government, household income level, household asset, cognitive job, fulltime job, public job, school level, gender, age, marital status, and social class) are then ordered with several or binary categories.
For the level of trust in the military n to occur from respondent i, the observed level of trust (yni) is related to an unobserved (latent) variable (yni * ), and it is expressed as follows:
Where j is the levels of trust in the military (in this case, j=4) and μ1, μ2, μ3, and μ4 are unknown threshold parameters to be estimated. The predicted probabilities of the level of trust j (j=1, 2, 3, 4) for the given Xni can be estimated, as shown in Equation 3:
Where f(·) is the standard normal cumulative distribution function. The model parameters (e.g., β and yni * ) are estimated through the maximum likelihood method. In addition, the marginal effects of the OP model with respect to explanatory variable l (βl) can be estimated, as shown in Equation 4:
Where f(·) is the density function.
The empirical analysis model of this study is designed based on the theoretical model, as shown in Equation 5.
The dependent variable, the level of trust in the military, is an ordered multi-nominal variable that indicates how much respondents trust the military. To analyze the effects of socio-economic factors on the trust level, socioeconomic factors are defined as political interest factors (democracy perception, trust in government and use of armed forces), economic factors (income and asset), occupational characteristics (cognitive job, fulltime job and public job) and demographic factors (school, gender, age, marital status and social class). Besides, the dummy variables of the countries are included in this equation to compare the level of confidence in the selected countries --South Korea, China, and Japan.
Where Trustmilitary: The levels of trust in the military denotes the four-point scale for the question -Could you tell me how much confidence you have in the armed forces?‖: 4 --it is a great deal of confidence,‖ 3 --quite a lot of confidence,‖ 2 --not very much confidence,‖ or 1 --none at all.‖ Democracy: Democracy perception denotes the 10-point scale for the question -When people freely choose their leaders in an election, how essential do you think it is as a characteristic of democracy?‖: 1 means -not at all an essential characteristic of democracy‖ and 10 means -an essential characteristic of democracy.‖ Trustgovt: The levels of trust in the central government denotes the four-point scale for the question -Could you tell me how much confidence you have in the central government?‖: 4 --it is a great deal of confidence,‖ 3 --quite a lot of confidence,‖ 2 --not very much confidence,‖ or 1 --none at all.‖ Armedforce: Justification perception of the rule of armed force denotes the 10-point scale for the question -Could you tell me for ‗the army takes over when the government is incompetent' how essential do you think it is a characteristic of democracy?‖: 1 means -not at all an essential characteristic of democracy‖ and 10 means -an essential characteristic of democracy.‖ Income: 1 indicates the lowest income group and 10 the highest income group. Asset: -During the past year, did your family save money, just got by, spent some savings, or spent savings and borrowed money?‖ (1 indicates that the respondent saves money; otherwise, 0). Cognitive: Nature of tasks (manual vs. cognitive); 1 indicates the most manual task and 10 the most cognitive task. Fulltime: 1 indicates that the respondent holds a fulltime job; otherwise, 0.
Public: 1 indicates that the respondent works for the government or public institution; otherwise, 0. Educ: The eight-point scale denotes the highest educational qualification for the question -What is the highest level of school you have attended?‖: 1 --no formal school,‖ 2 --elementary,‖ 3 --middle school,‖ 4 --high school,‖ 5 --college,‖ 6 --university,‖ 7 --graduate school to master degree,‖ and 8 --graduate school doctoral degree.‖ Gender: 1 indicates that the respondent is female; 0 otherwise. Age: the respondent's age Married: 1 indicates that the respondent is married; 0 otherwise. Social: 1 indicates the lowest social class and 10 the highest social class. Countries: dummy variable of countries.
Data
The data used in this study are obtained from the World Values Survey (http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org). Table 1 shows descriptive statistics of major variables. Trust in the military (Trustmilitary) is 2.1063 out of 4 points and is slightly higher than the average, but it has a standard deviation of 0.8 or higher. This finding means that the level of trust in the military among respondents varies. While considering the political interest variables, the perception of democracy (Democracy) shows an average of 8.4465 out of 10, suggesting that most of the respondents are highly aware of the level of democracy. Moreover, trust in the government (Trustgovt) is 2.4047 out of 4, which is higher than 2.1063 of trust in the military. Therefore, the results reveal that respondents generally trust the government more than the military. Armedforce, which indicates whether the army can intervene when the government is unstable, has an average of 3.5635 out of 10, which indicates that most respondents are negative toward the army. As economic variables, income level (Income) scored 4.5672 out of 10, which is slightly below the average. The average value of assets (Asset) showing the level of saving financial assets is 0.3387, with one-third of the respondents having financial assets. As an occupational characteristic variable, Cognitive represents 2.5373 out of 10, which means that most respondents are employed in physical labor. In addition, 42.99% of all the respondents hold full-time jobs (Fulltime), and 62.73% of respondents work in the government and public sector (Public). As a demographic variable, Educ is 5.3683 on average, with respondents graduating from college or university, and
EMPIRICAL RESULT
Descriptive Statistics
Gender is 56.89%, indicating that more female respondents than male respondents participated in the survey.
Average age of respondents (Age) is 43 years old. Nearly half or 44.58% of the respondents are married (Married), and Social average is 3.3368 out of 5, indicating that their social class is higher than the average. 
Univariate Analysis: t-test
Panel 1 of Table 2 shows the t-test results of trust in the military. The results reveal the following scores:
2.3752 in Japan, 2.1555 in South Korea, and 1.6957 in China, at statistically significant levels. Panel 2 of Table 3 shows the analysis results of the mean difference between trust on government (TG) and trust in the military (TM).
The TG mean of South Korea is 2.6381, whereas its TM mean is 2.1555, which means that Koreans trust the general government more than the military. The result from Japan is similar to that of Korea. However, in the case of China, the mean TG is 1.6731 and the TM is 1.6957, which is statistically and significantly higher than that of the general government. The results of China, which are different from those of South Korea or Japan, implies that military status is higher than that of general government, and military role in maintaining the state system is more important than that in South Korea or Japan. Table 3 shows the results of analyzing the effects of socio-economic factors on trust in the military. The pooled sample of the first column is the result of the analysis, including all respondents from South Korea, China, and Japan. Democracy, Trustgovt, and Armedforce are statistically significant and coefficients with values of 0.070 (p<0.001), 0.600 (p<0.001), and 0.020 (p<0.001), respectively. This result implies that the higher the level of democracy is the lower the level of trust in the central government. By contrast, the more people who support military intervention in an unstable government, the more likely that the people trust the military. In addition, the economic variable Asset has a statistically significant coefficient of 0.210 (p<0.001), whereas Income has a statistically insignificant coefficient. In other words, the higher the level of financial assets is the higher the level of trust in the military. Fulltime and Public are statistically insignificant as occupational characteristics, but Cognitive has a statistically significant coefficient of 0.009 (p<0.1). Thus, the more people who do cognitive labor than physical labor, and it indicates the higher the level of trust in the military. In addition, Educ, Gender, Age, and Social are statistically significant coefficients of −0.059 (p<0.001), −0.126 (p<0.001), 0.009 (p<0.001), and 0.062 (p<0.001),
Multi-Variate Analysis: Ordered Probit and OLS Regression
respectively. In addition, demographic variables, such as Educ, Gender, Age, and Social, have statistically significant coefficients of −0.059 (p<0.001), −0.126 (p<0.001), 0.009 (p<0.001), and 0.062 (p<0.001), respectively. Thus, respondents who have low educational qualification, are male and older, and have high social class are more likely to have a higher level of trust in the military.
While Comparing it with South Korea, China, and Japan in the second column, Democracy and Trustgovt among the political interest variables show a statistically significant positive (+) or negative (−) coefficient in all three countries. However, for Armedforce, only South Korea has a statistically significant coefficient of 0.031 (p<0.001),
whereas China and Japan show statistically insignificant coefficients. Thus, the greater the recognition of South Koreans that the military can intervene in politics if the government is unstable that indicates the higher their level of trust in the military. Thus, a person who recognizes that an unstable government can be replaced by an army (that is, in favor of military martial law), and has a high level of trust in the military.
As economic variables, Income and Asset show a statistically insignificant coefficient, but only South Korea's Income show a statistically significant coefficient of −0.055 (p<0.001). Unlike China and Japan, the higher the income level of South Koreans leads to the lower their level of trust in the military. In other words, in South Korea, the higher the income level is less likely interested to have pro-military tendencies.
Cognitive, Fulltime, and Public, as occupational characteristics variables, mostly show statistically insignificant coefficients, but only Japan's Cognitive variable has a statistically significant coefficient of 0.023 (p<0.1). Thus, Japanese who have careers in cognitive work have higher levels of trust in the military. Unlike Korea and Japan, people with cognitive jobs in Japan are more likely to have pro-military tendencies. Japan's Public also has a statistically significant coefficient of −0.180 (p<0.1), which means that Japanese people who work in the government or public sector have a lower level of trust in the military. Unlike Korea and China, the pro-military tendency toward public sector workers in Japan is low. Although the central government and military can be regarded as the same government in a broad framework, separately, this study measures the level of trust in the two. In particular, it is also relevant to analyze the trust levels between the central government and the military because of the characteristics of Northeast Asia, where capitalist and socialist state systems are mixed. Therefore, this additional analysis examines the effects of socioeconomic factors on the difference between trust in the military and government. As in the first column of Table 4 analyzed with pooled samples, Armedforce shows a statistically significant coefficient of 0.036 (p<0.001), whereas
Democracy shows statistically insignificant results. Thus, more people who recognize that the military can intervene when the government is unstable --the higher the level of trust in the military. are more likely to trust the central government than the military. Japanese people who work in the government or the public sector are more likely to trust the military than the central government. 27.16 *** 7.67 *** 1.75 *** 3.65 ***
CONCLUSIONS
The concept of trust in the military is abstract and subjective. Unlike other government agencies, considerable difficulties are encountered in enhancing trust in the military because the direct and indirect experiences of the people from South Korea's military service system and culture are linked with other factors.
However, public trust in the military can strengthen military defense power by improving the politicaleconomic effect and morale of the military members. Therefore, this study has analyzed various factors affecting trust in the military based on the samples of South Korea, China, and Japan. In particular, a comparative analysis of trust in the military of the three countries with different national systems and military service systems provides an opportunity to improve the level of trust in the South Korean military.
The conclusions of this study, from the results, are as follows. First, China's trust in the military is generally lower than that of South Korea and Japan. Japan's level of trust in the military was high until the mid-1990s, but it occurred oppositely in South Korea. Therefore, the size of trust in the military level since mid-2000 is South Korea, Japan, and China in that order. Second, China has higher trust in the military than the government, but South Korea and Japan has higher level of trust in the government. This finding indicates that the socialist system in China is more pro-military than South Korea and Japan, and the role of the military in China is relatively high.
Third, the level of democracy, which is a political interest variable. In this case, the level of trust in the military is higher when the military intervention is highly perceived by the unstable government. The higher the level of trust in the government leads to the lower the level of trust in the military. People with financial assets as an economic factor and persons with cognitive jobs as a factor of job characteristics have a high level of trust in the military. Furthermore, as demographic factors, people who have higher educational qualification, are men and older, and have high subjective social class have high trust in the military.
Fourth, in 2005, the level of confidence of South Koreans on the military was high for those who were working in the public sector with low levels of income and financial assets. However, in 2010, the impact of these factors was statistically insignificant. This result means that South Koreans' perception of the military has improved.
Finally, South Korea and China with low democratic perception have more trust in the government than in the military. South Koreans with higher income level have shown more trust in the military than in the government. In addition, the higher the level of financial assets in China is the more stable the government than the military.
Japanese people who work in the government or public sector are more likely to trust the military than the government. Furthermore, older Koreans trust the government more than the military, and older Japanese trust the military more than the government. The results of this study explore socio-economic factors to increase the level of trust in South Korea's military. This study provides policy implications as it presents factors for enhancing the promilitary tendency of people concerning China, which is a socialist state system, and Japan that has imperialism and experience in militarism.
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